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Proper usage requires that the absence of certain specified pathogens from a
given subpopulation of animals be supported by current test results from a
battery of tests appropriate for those pathogens (Lmdsey et al., 1986a).

f Virus antibody-free animal Free of antibodies to viral pathogens. Proper
usage requires that the absence of viral pathogens for a given subpopulation
of animals be supported by current test results from a battery of appropriate
serologic tests for a list of specified pathogens (Lindsey et al., 1986a).

g Monitored (or clean conventional, heteroxemque) animal. Housed in
a low-secunty barrier and demonstrated by sequential monitoring to be free
of major pathogens (ILAR, 1976a; Bonath, 1983). These terms are even less
specific than pathogen-free and specific pathogen free They imply a standard
of quality without defining the standard, and their usage is to be discouraged.

h Conventional (or konventionell, holoxemque) animal. Microbial burden
is unknown and uncontrolled, and housing is generally in open rooms that
have unrestricted access (ILAR, 1976a; Bonath, 1983).

Based on the foregoing information, it should be apparent that the terms
used in defining rodent microbial status vary greatly in precision of meaning.
Four terms (germfree, gnotobiotic, defined flora, and conventional),
representing the extremes of microbial status, have clear definitions that are
generally accepted and understood by scientists as well as technical personnel.
However, major confusion is encountered in the definition and use of terms
representing the middle ground of pathogen status Herein lies a problem
of major proportions. Pathogen-free, specific pathogen free, virus antibody
free, and clean conventional are relative terms that require explicit definition
every time they are used. Their definitions must include the background of
the rodent subpopulation in question (e.g., hysterectomy derived9, isolator
maintained?, barrier maintained?); details of current housing (e.g., isolator,
bamer); and data from laboratory tests, including the specific tests done for
pathogens, the number of tests, the frequency of testing, and the results of
all tests to date (Lmdsey et al., 1986a).

Pathogen Status of Contemporary Rodents

The conceptual approaches and technological advances necessary for the
prevention of pathogen infections in laboratory mice and rats have been
available since the 1950s (Gumming and Elms, 1957; Reymers, 1957a,b;
Trexler and Reynolds, 1957; Foster, 1958; Trexler and Barry, 1958; Luckey,
1963). The prevalence of pathogens in contemporary rodent populations
(colonies) provides an indication of the degree to which these concepts and
methods have found practical application in the prevention of pathogen
infections.

Tables 2 and 3 give the prevalence of virus infections in laboratory mice
and rat populations in the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, West